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DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Arguments 

Applicant's claim amendments, filed 5/25/2007, with respect to the rejection(s) of 
claim(s) 13, 15, 19, 20, 22-25, and 28 under various statutes have been fully considered 
and are persuasive. 

Any grounds of rejection that have been withdrawn have been done solely 
because of applicant's amendments to the claims. 

The objections to the drawings stand withdrawn in view of applicant's 
amendments thereof. 

The objection to the specification does not stand withdrawn. 

The objections to claims 13-27 stand withdrawn in view of applicant's 
clarifications. 

In view of applicant's amendments to the claims, the rejection of claims 13, 15, 
19, 20, 22-25, and 28 under 35 USC 101 stands withdrawn. 

In view of applicant's amendments to the claims, the rejection of claims 13, 15, 
19, 20, and 22-25, under 35 USC 112, second paragraph, stands withdrawn. 

In view of applicant's amendments to the claims, the rejection of claims 13, 15, 
19, 20, 22-25, and 28 under 35 USC 103 stands withdrawn. 

However, upon further consideration, a new ground(s) of rejection is made in 
view of various references as set forth below. 

Claims 29-33 have been added. 

Specification 
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The title of the invention is not descriptive. A new title is required that is clearly 
indicative of the invention to which the claims are directed. The amended title is still 
not specific. 

Claim Objections 
Claim 31 stands objected to because of the following informalities: it is 
improperly dependent upon claim 28 where it should be dependent on claim 13 ("CAD 
system"). Appropriate correction is required. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 
A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
states. 

Claims 13, 19, 25, and 28 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being 
anticipated'by Iriguchi et a! (US 6,047,225 A1)(1riguchi'). 

As to claims 13 and 28 (13 = CAD system, 28 is a computer readable medium, 

"computer readable medium" addressed below) 

A CAD system comprising: (Iriguchi Abstract, Figures 1-7, 1:35-2:35) 

-A memory unit having a processing information group and a process definition 

group includes a process body division and wherein the process definition group 

containing definitions of a plurality of process operations, 

(Iriguchi 3:25-43: in FIG. 1, reference numeral 1 denotes an 
operation/display .section for transmitting an input received 
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from an operator to each function portion and displaying an 
output from each functional portion on a screen. Reference 
numeral 8 denotes a prepared material shape database for storing 
several material shapes represented by three-dimensional solid 
models prepared in advance. Reference numeral 2 denotes a 
material shape defining section for taking out the material 
shape data designated by the operator from the prepared material 
shape data, defining the shape transformed . into a size 
designated by the operator and storing the defined shape data in 
the material shape database 10. Reference numeral 9 denotes a 
prepared machining unit database serving as a machining unit 
preparing section for previously storing several machining units 
composed of unified information of machining attributes such as 
a machining area represented by a three-dimensional solid model, 
a machining method and a tool information for machining the 
machining area . "Processed body" is equivalent to block W in for example Figure 
6A, other elements described 3:48-4:40, See Figures 3A, SB which 4:60-5:5 - plurality 
of process operations = "11, 12" Figure 1 , 4:12-32, other elements as explained above, 
"Processing information group" = elements 8, 10 (different portions of body data in 
each) - see 3:23-45, 4:8-20; "Process definition group" - elements 9 and 1 1 - see 3:39- 
44 and 4:13-26, the nature of the machining and the type of operation are stored in the 
two databases as set forth in the cited sections) 

-A display device that displays an image; (Iriguchi Figure 1, element 1, "operation 
display") 

-An input device; and (Iriguchi Figure 4; Figure 1, element 1, input console 3:24-29) 

-A controller, in which upon selection of a series of process operations from the 
plurality of series of process operations (Iriguchi Figure 4 step 18, machining order 
("series of process operations") and the accompanying machining area generated by 
each one (see Figures 3A-3B and Figure 6B exemplary)) and selection of a part to be 
removed from an original product body via the input device, a shape parameter of 
the selected part body is extracted from the original product body (Iriguchi 
selected part body (example: Figures 3A-B, 3:54-58) to be extracted is shown in Figure 
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6, for example, e.g. one region on left (RU0-RU3, RUo in the instant case) machining 
area RCUo copy of RUo explained in 4:55-5:5, Figure 5, step 27), a tool parameter for 
processing is determined based on the selected series of process operations and 
the extracted shape parameter (Iriguchi Figure 4, step 17, 5:60-6:15, as shown 
parameter adjusting in Figures 15A-15B), and a process body which represents a 
shape of a portion to be removed and corresponds to the selected part (Iriguchi 
Figures 3A-3B, 6B, 7A-7B, etc, as explained in 4:60-5:5 -copy of region to be removed, 
e.g. process body), is generated separately from the original product body 
information based on the selected series of process operations and the extracted 
shape parameter (Iriguchi, 4:60-5:5, copy of region is generated and stored separately, 
Figure 5, steps 26-28; Figure 4, step 15, Figure 1, element 10, "Material Shape 
Database"), of the process body is stored in the process body data division 
(Iriguchi stores that information in element 4, Figure 1, 4:12-16), the tool parameter is 
stored in the process-contents division (Iriguchi takes tool information from machine 
unit 11 in Figure 1, specifically also element 9, which stores machine attributes such as 
3D solid model, machining method, tool, etc; see also machining unit 2B, steps 15-17 
Figure 4, selection of unit in Figure 8, change attributes flow chart in Figure 13, adjust 
tool parameters Figures 15A-15B), and the process body is displayed on the display 
device (Iriguchi final output product shown in review steps 18-19 Figure 4, Figures 17A- 
17B, 6:40-55, 5:55-6:12, etc). 

As to claim 28 specifically, Iriguchi clearly teaches a computer readable medium 
in 1:35-2:35, clearly an "automatic programming system" that utilizes software 
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constructs must inherently be stored on in a non-volatile memory (storage). Further, the 
automatic programming system is described in 6:59-7:15, and compared to 
"conventional automatic programming apparatus." This conventional programming 
schema is described as being software (1 :5-35). 

As to claim 19, clearly Figures 6A-6B, 7A-7B, etc illustrate the display control 
unit, where the selected part is highlighted, e.g. Figure 6B, and "work contents" related 
to the process body can be displayed (e.g. Figures 14, 15A-15B), where "work contents" 
means the specifically highlighted region RCU5 in Figure 14 and the associated 
machining parameters that are shown in Figures 15A, 15B such as "machining type," 
"finish margin," etc. 

As to claim 25, clearly Figures 6A-7B, etc, illustrate the three-dimensional 
showing of the part on the display device. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1, 148 

USPQ 459 (1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining 

obviousness under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) are sumniarized as follows: 

1 . Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 
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4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating 
obviousness or nonobviousness. 

Claims 15, 31, and 33 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 

unpatentable over IriguchI as applied to claims 13, 28, 30, and 32 above, and 

further in view of Taylor et al (US 5,991,528 A1). 

As to claim 15, Iriguchi does not expressly teach but Taylor teaches (6:65-7:10, 
Figures SB, 7-8, etc) a variety of shapes are defined by using combinations of the 
tool definition group. Tool definition group is found to include process section 152 
(with more specifics in 172 in Figure 7, 10:23-35, 1 1:25-40) that operates on various 
body portions, where body-specific operations are included It would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to modify 
Iriguchi to utilize composite shape definitions because such a modification would allow 
for linked regions to be stored as one entity and ensure easier visualization, e.g. it 
facilitates a unitary data format (Taylor 5:50-6:30) and has other benefits, such as 
allowing designs to be merged regardless of the data source (Taylor 6:65-7:10, 8:18- 
40). 

As to claims 31 and 33, Iriguchi does not expressly teach but Taylor teaches a 
shape of the process body differs from that of the selected part which 
corresponds to the process body, as in the rejection to claim 15 above, which is 
incorporated by reference. That is, parts can be combined together; their size can be 
manipulated (Figures 9A/9B, 5:30-45, Figures 15A-15B, etc). Rationale is taken from 
incorporated rejection. 



Application/Control Number: 10/532,501 Page 8 

Art Unit: 2628 

Claims 20 and 24 are rejected under 35 (JSC 103(a) as unpatentable over 
Iriguchi as applied to claim 13 and further in view of Frey et al (US 5,691,909). 

As to claim 20, Iriguclii does not teach the limitation but does teach simulating 
the manufacturing of parts; Frey teaches simulating parts and generating an 'error 
shape' to show the difference between the desired part and the capabilities of the 
machine - see Abstract and Figure 3, 16:1-20). It would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to add the error displaying 
techniques of Frey to the system of Iriguchi so that the system of Iriguchi would show 
the resultant error from machining as a result of the simulation, as in Frey element NC 
step review 1 9 in Figure 4 (after Monte Cario analysis - 6:25-40. 1 1 :30-12:20) and 
Iriguchi Figures 17A-17B and the like, so that the results would be better understood 
and visualized by the user. 

As to claim 24, Iriguchi clearly illustrates various process steps - which creates 
and displays on the display screen information of the selected series of process 
operations - see review steps 18-19, where the selected series of operations is 
reviewed as the system performs the passes as shown (it is displayed; see Figure IT- 
IS), quoting "figs., 17. and 18 show an example of processing of tool 
path display and machining simulation. FIG. 17A shows the state 
where the selected machining unit CU.sub.4 (not shown) has been 
selected. FIG. 17B shows the state where the tool path TP. sub. 4 
created for the selected machining unit CU.sub.4 is displayed. 
FIG. 18 shows the. state where the machining simulation is 



Application/Control Number: 10/532,501 Page 9 

Art Unit: 2628 

performed on the basis of the NC data for the selected machining 
unit CU.sub.4 and displayed. The operator refers to the tool 
path and the machining simulation result as- shown in FIGS. 17B 
and 18, and corrects the machining units if it is inconvenient." 
Figures 15A-15B for specific details of any given operation, etc, but does not expressly . 
teach displaying information of the selected series of process operations. 

Frey does teach showing such shapes for each part at a sielected location, 
as stated above with reference to claim 20, the rejection to which is incorporated by 
reference in its entirety inclusive of the cited locations in the Frey reference. 
Specifically, the error shapes are shown in 16:8-25, 12:24-45, and especially in 11:30- 
12:20, "Error shapes of a wide variety of errors can be ... displayed..." 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to allow the user to choose a location (which would be 
associated with an object) and view the operations located therein for at least the 
reason that the system of Iriguchi would show the resultant error from machining as a 
result of the simulation, as in Frey element NC step review 19 in Figure 4 (after Monte 
Carlo analysis - 6:25-40, 11:30-12:20) and Iriguchi Figures 17A-17B and the like, so 
that the results would be better understood and visualized by the user. 

Claim 21 is rejected under 35 USC 103(a) as unpatentable over Iriguchi in 
view of Frey as applied to claim 20, and further in view of Takada et al (US PGPub 
2001/0040995 A1). 
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As to claim 21 , Iriguchi/Frey fail to expressly teach this limitation, but Takada 
teaches superimposing error difference elements in different colors in [0089] to make 
such differences more visible and easy to understand. It would have been obvious to 
one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to display the- error 
meshes and whatnot of Frey in different colors because it improves visibility of the 
graphics and the like, as taught by Takada - see [0053,0085-0095, and the like]. 

Claims 22-23 are rejected under 35 USC 103(a) as unpatentable over 
Iriguchi as applied to claim 13 above, and further in view of Watanabe (US 
5,701,403 A). 

As to claim 22. Iriguchi does not expressly teach this limitation, but Watanabe 
teaching deleting segments of three-dimensional composite objects in such a way that 
the rest of the object remains, such that if the system of Watanabe has such a 
component removed as in step 16, Figure 4, and Figures 11-12B, it will remove the 
process data associated with it because the linkages are assigned in that manner, see 
for example steps 16-18 in Figure 4, where deletions in the solid object database are 
complete, and based on the process data being linked to the surface and body data, as 
in Figures 4-1 7B, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to remove the corresponding data structures based on the 
teachings of Watanabe as cited above so as to remove all unnecessary data structures 
from memory and to remove the unnecessary data links as described in the above cited 
sections of Watanabe. 
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As to claim 23, Iriguchi does not expressly teach this limitation (although the 
RUo->RCUo transform mapped in Figure 6B does show copy in principle, but not of part 
per se), but Watanabe teaches copying the parts and their specifications in 17:1-23, 
where such would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made because it thereby obtains the whole shape of the object, as set 
forth in Watanabe at the recited location and for the reasons above. 

Claims 30 and 32 stand rejected under 35 USC 103(a) as unpatentable over 
Iriguchi as applied to claims 13 and 28 above. 

Specifically, Iriguchi does not teach, "profiling operation" but it teaches various 
types of milling, boring, drilling, and other operations. Therefore, examiner submits It 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was 
made to include such well-known operations in the known processed shapes of Iriguchi. 

Conclusion 

Applicants amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP 
§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reniinded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
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shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Eric Woods whose telephone number is 571-272-7775. 
The examiner can normally be reached on M-F Sam - 5pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Ulka Chauhan can be reached on 571-272-7782. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more infomiation about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

Eric. Woods 9/24/2007 
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